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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 32-37 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 
Election was made without traverse in Paper dated 2-9-2004. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

3. In claim 12, "the third electrode" lacks antecedent basis. It would appear that claim 12 
should depend from claim 1 1 and the examiner has interpreted it as such for the purpose of 
examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 7, 9-15, 17-20, 22, 23, 25-30 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Yokota et al (USP 6,254,749). Yokota was previously relied on as a 
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secondary teaching for a number of the dependent claims. The examiner is now also relying on 
Yokota as a primary teaching as well. 

6. Yokota discloses a gas sensor system for monitoring gas concentrations in a combustor 
that comprises an outer shell (6, 53 or 103 in fig. 9, 10 and 13 respectively) having at least one 
opening in fluid communication with a gas to be measured. Yokota further discloses a solid 
electrolyte cell (1, 11) disposed with the outer shell with at least one seal cooperating with the 
electrolyte cell to form a sensing chamber (i.e. reference gas region) isolated from the measured 
gas. See col. 6, 11. 34-37 as an example. Yokota further discloses a first electrode (3, 12, 16, or 
32) with the sensing chamber not in direct contact with the sample gas and a second electrode 2, 
13, and 27 as examples) disposed in the outer shell. See col. 7, 11. 6-64. The second electrode is 
in proximity to the at least one opening giving the claim language its broadest reasonable 
interpretation. Yokota further discloses applying a voltage across the first and second electrodes 
(see fig. 14). With respect to the first and second electrodes generating a signal comprising a DC 
component and a fluctuating AC component, that is only the intended use of the apparatus and 
the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining patentability. 
However, the examiner notes that any measured signal from a sensing probe like Yokota will 
inherently be a combination of AC and DC components. This is because these sensors respond 
to a gas concentration as gas concentration changes. When gas levels vary, that gas level 
variance could be represented by a combination of DC and AC curve fitting. Hence the sensor 
response of Yokota could thereby also be fit to a combination of a DC and an AC curve. See 
alternative rejection with Dietz below. With respect to the processing portion, see claim 12 as an 
example where Yokota states the presence of a "means to measure an electromotive force 
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change. . . to thereby determine the concentration of carbon monoxide". This means would meet 
the claimed processing portion. With respect to the processing station being for "analyzing each 
of the DC component and a fluctuating AC component", this is merely setting forth an intended 
use of the processing station and is not explicitly reciting any inherent structure for the 
processing station. However, see alternative rejection with Dietz below. With respect to the 
sensor being for the measure of flue gas, that is only the intended use of the apparatus and the 
intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining patentability. 

7. With respect to the reference gas conduit, see col. 13, 11. 7-15. 

8. With respect to the seals, the tip of electrolyte 1 1 constitutes one seal while element 52 
constitutes another seal. See fig. 10 and col. 12, 11. 16-31. 

9. With respect to the various claims about how the signals from the sensor are processed, 
including the new limitation about how the voltage signal represents two concentrations, that is 
only the intended use of the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due 
consideration in determining patentability. 

10. With respect to the third electrode, see fig. 4 and col. 9, 1. 56 through col. 10, 1. 11. 

1 1 . With respect to the use of a filter covering a third electrode to eliminate the effect of a 
second gas, see col. 10, 1. 60 through col. 1 1, 1. 3. 

12. With respect to the new limitation of claim 1 5 with the processing portion for 
"calculating the standard deviation of the signal fluctuation of the AC component" is again 
merely citing intended use of the processing portion. However, see alternative rejection below. 
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13. With respect to the type of unclaimed combustor utilized, that is only the intended use of 
the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining 
patentability. 

14. With respect to porous catalytic electrodes, see col. 7, 11. 6-64. 

15. With respect to the use of stabilized zirconia, see col. 5, 11. 27-33. 

16. With respect to the support conduit, any number of the elements shown in fig. 13 would 
consitutute a support conduit giving the claim language its broadest reasonable interpretation. 
With respect to the support conduit being affixed to a wall of a combustor, the examiner does not 
believe the applicant is actually claiming a combustor wall so this affixing to a wall is only the 
intended use of the gas sensor system. 

17. With respect to the first and second electrodes having different associated time constants, 
this would read on differences in the amount of porous material placed over each electrode (see 
paragraph 0045 of the specification). In view of this, the embodiment of fig. 6 would thereby 
meet this limitation. See col. 10, 11. 51-61. With respect to utilizing the equations of claim 38 
for calculating the time constant, calculating the time constant using the specified equation is 
only the intended use of the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due 
consideration in determining patentability. 



Claim Rejections 

18. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. 
in a prior Office action. 



-35 USC §103 

Code not included in this action can be found 
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19. Claims 1-10, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 25-30 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Reber (USP 4,944,861) in view of Kimura et al (Principles and 
Development of a Thick-Film Zirconium Oxide Oxygen Sensor, pp, 101-120, from ACS 
Symposium Series 309, 1986). 

20. Reber discloses a gas sensor comprising an outer shell 4 1 disposed in a stream of gas 
having at least one opening 44 in fluid communication with the gas to be monitored. See fig. 3 
and col. 5, 11. 29-43. Reber further discloses a solid electrolyte cell 1 1 disposed within the outer 
shell with a seal that forms a sensing chamber (i.e. reference gas chamber) isolated from the gas 
to be monitored. See fig. 1 and col. 2, 1. 48 through col. 3, 1. 20. Reber further discloses first and 
second electrodes disposed within the reference gas chamber and in the outer shell respectively 
(see claim 1). The second electrode would be in close proximity to the opening giving the claim 
language its broadest reasonable interpretation. With respect to Reber being utilized for a 
monitoring of flue gases in a combusto^that is only the intended use of the apparatus and the 
intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining patentability. However, 
see col. 2, 11. 13-19 saying the use of the sensor in a furnace was anticipated. With respect to the 
generation of voltages across the electrodes, that is also only the intended use of the apparatus 
and the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining patentability. 
However, see col. 2, 11. 33-37. With respect to the first and second electrodes generating a signal 
comprising a DC component and a fluctuating AC component, that is only the intended use of 
the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining 
patentability. However, the examiner notes that any measured signal from a sensing probe like 
Reber will inherently be a combination of an AC and DC component. This is because these 
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sensors respond to oxygen concentration and oxygen concentration changes. When oxygen 
levels vary, that oxygen level variance could be represented by a combination of DC and AC 
curve fitting. Hence the oxygen sensor response could thereby also be fit to a combination of a 
DC and an AC curve. 

21 . With respect to the new limitation requiring the presence of a processing station, Reber 
discloses how the measured signal is processed (col. 1, 11. 15-18), but does not explicitly disclose 
the use of a processing station. Kimura explicitly recites the presence of a voltmeter for making 
the measurement and shows how the measured voltage is related back to an oxygen partial 
pressure. See equation 1 on p. 101, fig. 1 and fig. 6. This structure of Kimura would read on the 
set forth processing station giving the claim language its broadest reasonable interpretation. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being 
made to utilize the teaching of Kimura for sensor system of Reber so that the measured signal 
may be related back to oxygen partial pressure. With respect to the processing station being for 
"analyzing each of the DC component and a fluctuating AC component", this is merely setting 
forth an intended use of the processing station and is not explicitly reciting any inherent structure 
for the processing station. However, see alternative rejection with Dietz below. 

22. With respect to the reference gas conduit, see col. 3, 11. 8-20 of Reber. 

23. With respect to the conduit in the outer shell, see Reber, fig. 3 and col. 5, 11. 34-43. 

24. With respect to the delivery of calibration gas or the extraction of sample flue gas, that is 
only the intended use of the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due 
consideration in determining patentability. 
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25. With respect to the seals, the tip of 1 1 constitutes one seal while the sealing structure set 
forth in fig. 1 and col. 2, 1. 48 through col. 3, 1. 20 constitutes another seal. 

26. With respect to the thermocouple, see col. 3, 11. 5-1 1. 

27. With respect to the various claims about how the signals from the sensor are processed, 
including the new limitation about how the voltage signal represents two concentrations, that is 
only the intended use of the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due 
consideration in determining patentability. 

28. With respect to the new limitation of claim 15 with the processing portion for 
"calculating the standard deviation of the signal fluctuation of the AC component" is again 
merely citing intended use of the processing portion. However, see alternative rejection below. 

29. With respect to the type of unclaimed combustor utilized, that is only the intended use of 
the apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining 
patentability. 

30. With respect to the support conduit, any number of the elements shown in fig. 1 of Reber 
would consitutute a support conduit giving the claim language its broadest reasonable 
interpretation. With respect to the support conduit being affixed to a wall of a combustor, the 
examiner does not believe the applicant is actually claiming a combustor wall so this affixing to 
a wall is only the intended use of the gas sensor system. 

3 1 . With respect to the use of stabilized zirconia, see col. 3, 11. 33-45. 

32. With respect to the first and second electrodes having different associated time constants, 
this would read on differences in the amount of porous material placed over each electrode (see 
paragraph 0045 of the specification). However, it is notoriously old in the art to coat an electrode 
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in an exhaust gas space with a protective layer to prevent premature failure of the electrodes. It 
is unnecessary to coat the reference electrode because it is not exposed to a harsh gas 
environment. In particular, this is demonstrated by Kimura et al where the measuring electrode 
is coated with a protective layer while the reference electrode is not (fig. 1, 2, 7, and 8). Kimura 
further goes on to disclose that each of the electrodes has a differing response to exhaust gas. 
See tables 1 and 1 1 where the measuring electrode and reference electrodes are governed by 
different equations. In particular, notice that the measuring electrode is a function of diffusion 
coefficient for the protective layer (D G 2(PL)) where the reference electrode is not. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made for 
Reber to include a porous protective layer to the measuring electrode (as taught by Kimura) in 
order to avoid premature failure of the measuring electrode. As discussed above, the use of a 
porous protective layer would result in a different associated time constant for each electrode 
(namely it would take gas molecules longer to get to the measuring electrode than to the 
reference electrode). With respect to utilizing the equations of claim 38 for calculating the time 
constant, calculating the time constant using the specified equation is only the intended use of the 
apparatus and the intended use need not be given further due consideration in determining 
patentability. 

33. Claims 1-10, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 25-30 and 38 in the alternative are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber in view of Kimura and Dietz et al (USP 
4,419,190). Dietz is being cited and relied on for the first time with this office action. 

34. With respect to the above claims, these were rejected over the combination of Reber and 
Kimura alone on the grounds that applicant's new limitation about the processing portion 
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"analyzing each of the DC component and a fluctuating AC component" did not further limit the 
structure of the processing portion (see above). However, even if the examiner gave these 
limitations about the processing portion further patentable weight, Dietz teaches in an alternate 
oxygen sensor that a gas sensor can be provided with a waveform that is a combination of a DC 
voltage and an AC voltage and the two components can each be analyzed. The DC portion is 
utilized to determine the oxygen concentration while the AC portion is utilized to determine the 
temperature of the sensor. See fig. 1-3 and col. 4, 1. 15 through col. 5, 1. 20. This thereby reads 
on the intended function of the processing portion. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize the teaching of Dietz 
for the sensor system of Reber and Kimura so that the temperature of the gas sensor can be 
directly measured. 

35. Claims 1, 2, 7, 9-15, 17-20, 22, 23, 25-30 and 38 in the alternative are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota in view of Dietz. 

36. With respect to the above claims, these were rejected over Yokota alone on the grounds 
that applicant's new limitation about the processing portion "analyzing each of the DC 
component and a fluctuating AC component" did not further limit the structure of the processing 
portion (see above). However, even if the examiner gave these limitations about the processing 
portion further patentable weight, Dietz teaches in an alternate oxygen sensor that a gas sensor 
can be provided with a waveform that is a combination of a DC voltage and an AC voltage and 
the two components can each be analyzed. The DC portion is utilized to determine the oxygen 
concentration while the AC portion is utilized to determine the temperature of the sensor. See 
fig. 1-3 and col. 4, 1. 15 through col. 5, 1. 20. This thereby reads on the intended function of the 
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processing portion. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was being made to utilize the teaching of Dietz for the sensor system of Yokota so that 
the temperature of the gas sensor can be monitored. 

37. Claims 3-6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota 
(with or without Dietz) in view of Reger. 

38. With respect to claims 3-6, Yokota (with or without Dietz) set forth all the limitations of 
the claims, but did not explicitly recite the presence of the set forth conduit adjacent to the 
electrolyte cell. As discussed above, Reger set forth such a conduit for the purpose of insuring 
that the measurement gas does not get stagnant around the measurement cell. See Reber, fig. 3 
and col. 5, 11. 34-43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was being made to utilize the teaching of Reber for the sensor system of Yokota (with 
or without Dietz) in order to ensure gas samples are being continuously refreshed. With respect 
to the remainder of these claims, they just constitute intended use of the sensor system. 

39. With respect to claim 8, Yokota set forth all the limitations of the claim, but did not 
explicitly recite the presence of a thermocouple. Reber also disclosed the presence of a 
thermocouple so that the temperature can be monitored. See col. 3, 11. 5-11. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize the 
teaching of Reber for the sensor system of Yokota so that the temperature of the sensor can be 
monitored. 

40. Claims 1 1-14, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber in 
view of Kimura (with or without Dietz) in further view of Yokota et al (USP 6,254,749 Bl). 
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41 . With respect to claims 11,13 and 14, Reber and Kimura (with or without Dietz) set forth 
all the limitations of the claims, but did not explicitly recite the set forth third electrode 
cooperating with the first and second electrodes. Yokota teaches in an alternate gas sensor that 
two gases can be monitored simultaneously by providing two different electrodes on the outside 
of the solid electrolyte element so that oxygen and carbon monoxide can be simultaneously 
measured. See fig. 4 and col. 9, 1. 56 through col. 10, 1. 11. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize the teaching of 
Yokota for the sensor of Reber and Kimura (with or without Dietz) such that other gas 
components can be simultaneously monitored thereby increasing the utility of the sensor to other 
gas constituents. 

42. With respect to claim 12, see col. 10, 1. 60 through col. 1 1, 1. 3 of Yokota, which teaches 
the use of a filter over at least one electrode to eliminate interference from a second gas. 

43. With respect to claim 19, Reger and Kimura (with or without Dietz) disclose all the 
limitations of the claim, but did not explicitly specify the use of porous electrodes. However, it 
is notoriously well known that gas sensor electrodes should be porous so as to increase the 
effective surface area of the electrode. In particular, this is demonstrated by Yokota, which 
teaches that the electrodes should preferably be porous. See col. 7, 11. 63 and 64. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize 
the teaching of Yokota for the gas sensor of Reber so as to increase the overall surface area of 
the electrode. 

44. Claims 3 1, 39 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reber in view of Kimura (with or without Dietz) and Maeda (USP 4,828,673). Maeda '673 is 
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being cited and relied on for the first time with this office action (note: this is not the same 
reference as the previous Maeda). 

45. Reber and Kimura (or Reber, Kimura and Dietz) set forth all the limitations of claim 1 
(see rejections of claim 1 above). Amended claim 3 1 appears to be drawn to all the structure of 
claim 1 with the further addition of a second sampling probe. Reber and Kimura (or Reber, 
Kimura and Dietz) do not set forth the presence of a second sampling probe. Maeda '367 
teaches in alternate gas sensor that two sampling probes can be placed side by side each other for 
the purpose of monitoring a plurality of different gas constituents. In particular, a combination 
of two sensor probes allows one to determine both the oxygen concentration and the combustible 
gas concentration. See fig. See fig. 1 1 and col. 5, 1. 27 through col. 6, 1. 43. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize the 
teaching of Maeda c 367 for the sensor system Reber and Kimura (with or without Dietz) such 
that plural constituents in the sample gas can be measured. 

46. With respect to claim 39, see the previous rejection of claim 38. 

47. With respect to claim 42, this claim merely recites intended use of the analyzer. 

48. Claims 3 1, 39 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yokota (with or without Dietz) and Maeda (USP 4,828,673). 

49. Yokota (or Yokota and Dietz) set forth all the limitations of claim 1 (see rejections of 
claim 1 above). Amended claim 3 1 appears to be drawn to all the structure of claim 1 with the 
further addition of a second sampling probe. Yokota (or Yokota and Dietz) does not set forth the 
presence of a second sampling probe. Maeda '367 teaches in alternate gas sensor that two 
sampling probes can be placed side by side each other for the purpose of monitoring a plurality 
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of different gas constituents. In particular, a combination of two sensor probes allows one to 
determine both the oxygen concentration and the combustible gas concentration. See fig. 1 1 and 
col. 5, 1. 27 through col. 6, 1. 43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was being made to utilize the teaching of Maeda '367 for the sensor 
system Yokota (with or without Dietz) such that plural constituents in the sample gas can be 
measured. 

50. With respect to claim 39, see the previous rejection of claim 38. 

5 1 . With respect to claim 42, this claim merely recites intended use of the analyzer. 

52. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber and 
Kimura (with or without Dietz) in further view of EP 0 120 423 Al. 

53. Reber and Kimura (with or without Dietz) set forth all the limitations of the claim, but 
did not explicitly recite the use of a flexible hose. However, the claimed flexible hose would 
read on a jacketed cable. EP '423 teaches the use of a jacketed cable to house the various, 
electrical wires that connect the sensor to its electrical circuitry. See fig. 6 and p. 8, 11. 21-23. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being 
made to utilize the teaching of EP '423 for the sensor of Reber and Kimura (with or without 
Dietz) in order to keep all the wires together and protected. With respect to the hose being 
"flexible" cables are typically flexible so as to allow the sensor to move freely during 
installation. 

54. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota (with or 
without Dietz) in view of EP 0 120 423 Al. 
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55. Yokota set forth all the limitations of the claim, but did not explicitly recite the use of a 
flexible hose. However, the claimed flexible hose would read on a jacketed cable. EP '423 
teaches the use of a jacketed cable to house the various electrical wires that connect the sensor to 
its electrical circuitry. See fig. 6 and p. 8, 11. 21-23. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize the teaching of EP 
'423 for the sensor of Yokota (with or without Dietz) in order to keep all the wires together and 
protected. With respect to the hose being "flexible" cables are typically flexible so as to allow 
the sensor to move freely during installation. 

56. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota and 
Maeda (with or without Dietz) in view of EP 0 120 423 Al. 

57. Yokota and Maeda (with or without Dietz) set forth all the limitations of the claim, but 
did not explicitly recite the use of a flexible hose. However, the claimed flexible hose would 
read on a jacketed cable. EP '423 teaches the use of a jacketed cable to house the various 
electrical wires that connect the sensor to its electrical circuitry. See fig. 6 and p. 8, 11. 21-23. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being 
made to utilize the teaching of EP '423 for the sensor of Yokota and Maeda (with or without 
Dietz) in order to keep all the wires together and protected. With respect to the hose being 
"flexible" cables are typically flexible so as to allow the sensor to move freely during 
installation. 

58. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reber, Kimura 
and Maeda (with or without Dietz) in further view of EP 0 120 423 Al. 
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59. Reber, Kimura and Maeda (with or without Dietz) set forth all the limitations of the 
claim, but did not explicitly recite the use of a flexible hose. However, the claimed flexible hose 
would read on a jacketed cable. EP '423 teaches the use of a jacketed cable to house the various 
electrical wires that connect the sensor to its electrical circuitry. See fig. 6 and p. 8, 11. 21-23. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being 
made to utilize the teaching of EP '423 for the sensor of Reber, Kimura and Maeda (with or 
without Dietz) in order to keep all the wires together and protected. With respect to the hose 
being "flexible" cables are typically flexible so as to allow the sensor to move freely during 
installation. 

Response to Amendment 

60. After review of the most recent amendment, a review of the previous office actions, and a 
review of applicant's comments concerning those office actions, the examiner has made a 
number of changes to the rejection: The examiner has added the use of Yokota as a primary 
teaching for all the claims. The examiner also added an alternative rejection to all the claims 
utilizing Dietz in view of applicant's specified processing portion. As pointed out by the 
applicant, the examiner mistaken referred to claim 10 in the rejection of Reber in view of 
Yokota. That has been changed to refer now to claim 1 1 . The examiner has also dropped the 
rejection of Takahashi for claim 12 because Yokota already taught the use of a filter (see 
discussion above) and the use of Takahashi when Yokota had already been applied was 
redundant. Claim 28, 3 1 and 39 were previously rejected in further view of Maeda '192. Upon 
further review, the examiner does not deem this rejection necessary (a flue gas combustor is 
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clearly the intended use of the gas sensor system) and these rejections have been dropped. A 
new Maeda c 673 teaching was utilized for claims 31,39 and 42 in view of the amendment to 
claim 3 1 . 

61 . Applicant's arguments are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kaj Olsen whose telephone number is (571) 272-1344. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 5:30 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. 
and on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examinees 
supervisor, Nam Nguyen, can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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